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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tine invention, and of tlie manner and process of 
mailing and using it, in sucli full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claim 1 1 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled In the relevant art that the Inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. Applicant did not describe an embodiment In 
which the tire had a combination of a stiffener rubber and a split bead core. In this 
instance, claim 7 requires a split bead core and thus, dependent claim 1 1 is directed to 
an embodiment that was not described in the original disclosure and thus constitutes 
new matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3, 5-9 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ogawa (JP 2000-71722- English equivalent US 6,929,045) and 
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further in view of Cottrell US 2005/0230021) and Ueyoko (US 6,079,467). As best 
depicted in Figures 1 and 2, Ogawa discloses a tire construction having a carcass 
including a continuous cord and having a plurality of radial cord portions (e.g. 5C) and a 
plurality of circumferential cord portions (e.g. E). The reference is only devoid of a 
runflat insert in the sidewall region of the tire. Cottrell is similarly directed to a non- 
conventional carcass structure (one formed of individual cords, as opposed to 
calendered plies) and suggests the inclusion of an insert at the interior side of said 
carcass in order to provide tire operation in an underinflated condition (Paragraphs 3 
and 4). It is further emphasized that runflat inserts represent a well known and 
conventionally included rubber layer in tire constructions for the reasons detailed above. 
As such, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have found it 
obvious to include a runflat insert in the tire of Ogawa. 

Lastly, with respect to the independent claim, the bead core of Ogawa is 
generally depicted as being directly adjacent the tire bead base. Based on this 
depiction, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have 
expected the bead core to be positioned within the broad range of the claimed 
invention, it being further noted that the claimed dimensions are absolute values and it 
is well recognized that dimensions of tire components vary as a function of the type of 
tire and thus tire size being manufactured. Ueyoko has been additionally applied to 
evidence the general dimension between the bead reinforcement structure and the 
bead base (Column 5, Lines 40-50 and Table 1). In this instance, the distance between 
the innermost carcass structure and the bead seat is between 1 and 6 times the carcass 
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cord diameter, wliich falls within the broad range of the claimed invention for a majority 
of tire constructions (tires with carcass cord larger than 0.85 mm are rare). Ueyoko 
specifically states that the distance is below 6 times the carcass cord diameter in order 
to maintain the engaging force between the bead and the rim. It is further noted that the 
distance between the carcass reinforcement and the bead base and the bead core and 
the bead base are extremely similar to one another. Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention would have found it obvious to form the tire of Ogawa with a 
spacing not more than 3 mm. Lastly, applicant has not provided a conclusive showing 
of unexpected results to establish a criticality for the claimed spacing (all examples in 
Tablel have a spacing in accordance to the claimed invention). 

Regarding claim 2, Ogawa depicts an embodiment comprising a pair of split bead 
cores (41 and 4o), wherein the circumferential cord portions E are below the radially 
outer surface of the bead cores. Also, Figure 9 of Ogawa (JP 722) clearly depicts an 
overlap portion in the bead portion. 

With respect to claim 3, the claim is directed to the method of forming the bead 
and does not further define the structure of the claimed tire article. 

Regarding claims 5 and 6, Ogawa teaches a radial carcass formed of at least 
one continuous cord (Column 3, Lines 45-50)- one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention would have found it obvious to form the carcass of Ogawa from 3 cords 
and thus form 3 cord layers absent any conclusive showing of unexpected results. 
Additionally, one would expect a triple contact portion in an analogous manner to the 
double contact portion depicted in Figure 9. 
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With respect to claim 7, Figures 1 and 2 clearly depict a carcass having at least 
one cord layer folded around the split bead core from an axially inner position to an 
axially outer position. 

As to claims 7-9, the turnup end can be relatively low (Figure 4) or relatively high 
(Figure 5), which appear to satisfy the limitations of the respective claims. 

Regarding claim 12, while the figures of Ogawa generally depict the 
circumferential cord portions as having the same radial height, the claim only requires 
that the respective heights are different. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would not have expected the radial heights of the relevant cord portions to be 
identical (e.g. at microscopic level). It is emphasized that the claims do not require a 
quantitative relationship between the respective heights- the claims only require that the 
respective heights differ, even if it is only an extremely small distance. Lastly, applicant 
has not provided a conclusive showing of unexpected results to establish a criticality for 
the claimed arrangement. 

As to claim 13, the contact portions of Ogawa are in the bead region. 

With respect to claim 14, the limitations define the conventional tire components 
and tire manufacturing methods. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have found it obvious to form the tire of Ogawa in accordance to the 
method of the claimed invention. While Ogawa fails to expressly depict an innerliner, it 
is well recognized that innerliners represent a fundamental component of modern day 
tubeless tires- one example of such a construction is Cottrell (Paragraph 4). 
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Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed February 18, 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant initially argues that the examiner's reliance on Ogawa and Ueyoko is 
unreasonable since the pending claims recite a runflat tire, which is not disclosed by 
either of the aforementioned references. 

As set forth in the rejection above, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have found it obvious to include a runflat insert in the tire of Ogawa in 
view of Cottrell for the benefits of improved running during an undehnflated condition. It 
is emphasized that Cottrell is similarly directed to a non-conventional carcass structure 
(one formed of individual cords, as opposed to calendered plies) and thus, the 
teachings of Cottrell are directly analogous to the tire construction of Ogawa. 

With respect to Ueyoko, the reference generally recognizes the benefits of 
having a small separation between the bottom of the bead core and the tire bead base. 
Ueyoko specifically states that the distance is below 6 times the carcass cord diameter 
in order to maintain the engaging force between the bead and the rim. It is the 
examiner's position that such a relationship would be highly desirable in a tire 
construction with or without a runflat insert. As such, one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention would have found it obvious to use the teachings of Ueyoko in 
the tire of Ogawa. Furthermore, while applicant suggests that the claimed tire provides 
advantages not realized by the prior art, the fact that applicant has recognized another 
advantage which would flow naturally from following the suggestion of the prior art 
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cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences would otherwise be obvious. 
See Ex parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

Also, with respect to Ueyoko, applicant argues that the distance in Ueyoko is not 
vertical. It is agreed that the distance in Ueyoko is vertical; however, the vertical 
distance and the distance in Ueyoko would be expected to extremely close to one 
another, particularly since the respective values are relatively small. 

As to Table 1 , applicant contends that a comparison between Example 2 and 4 
demonstrates a conclusive showing of unexpected results. The examiner respectfully 
disagrees. It is emphasized that Ueyoko suggests that the relevant distance is 
maintained small in order to provide a strong engagement force and contribute to bead 
durability- these are identical to the benefits outlined by applicant. As to Examples 2 
and 4, the realized increase in durability and bead securing force dopes not provide a 
conclusive showing of unexpected results. In particular, the durability increased from 
1 10 to 1 12 (less than 2%) and the bead securing force increased from 106 to 108 (less 
than 2%). The examples do not demonstrate a significant improvement in either 
property, it being noted that both examples are inventive examples (as detailed in the 
original disclosure). Furthermore, in view of Ueyoko, one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention would have made the distance as small as possible as long as 
cracking did not occur as such an arrangement provides the benefits detailed above. 

Regarding claims 7 and 8, it is agreed that Ogawa fails to teach the angle of the 
turnup layer in relation to a line parallel to the rim radial line. However, Ogawa 
generally teaches embodiments in which the carcass turnup is low or high. It appears 
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that a high turnup arrangement satisfies the claimed invention and applicant has not 
provided a conclusive showing of unexpected results to establish a criticality for the 
claimed arrangement. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin R. Fischer whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 1215. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1226. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Justin Fischer 

/Justin R Fischer/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



